UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE 11K, FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF
MSC.SOFTWARE CORIMORATION, Daocket No. 9299

a corporation,

S s L S

REPLY BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF MS{*s MOTION
TO AMEND THE SCHEDULING ORDER

Atthe end of last week's Pretrial Status Conference, the partics agreed to attempt to
reach an accommodation regarding their proposed revisions to the current Scheduling Order. MSC
has in vain sought to reach such an accommodation. But Complaint Counsel has met every request,
praposal, and suggestion made by MS5C with one simple response: “No.”

MSC has requested four minor modifications to the Court’s Revised Scheduling
Order:

. A one week extension to submit supplemental expert repoits;

. An cxtension of the cxpert discovery deadline from May 30, 2002 1o June 14,
2002,

* A one-week extension for both parties to fite their respective findings of fact
and pre-trial briefy,

. A one week delay in the start of the trial date to accommodate the Fourth of
July Holiday.

In addilion, MSC seeks an Order permifting MSC to take fhird-pal't}r depositions during the momnth

of June {(and through trial, if necessary) if thizd-party scheduling conflicts prevent May depositions.



Complatnt Counsel has rejected cach of these propaosals without articulating any vahd
reason. [t3 only proffered basis for rejecting MSC's proposals is its blind — or rather sclf-serving —
adherence to the current Scheduling Order.

But, as MSC previgusly explained, “concem with calendar dispatch [cannot] triumph
over a defendant’s right to 2 fair trial, which is the foundation of our system of justice.” See Gavine
v, MacAdohon, 499 F.24 1191, 1196 (2d Cir. 1974). More fandamentally, Compiaint Counsel’s
protestations concerning the need to maintain the imtegrity of the current Scheduling Order ring
hollow in hght of their own unilateral faldure to adhers to it. Specifically, Complaint Counsel has
failed to disclose rebuttal expert reports on April 26, 2002, as required by this Court’s Revised
Scheduling Order’

Throughout this htigation, Complamnt Counsel has tned to gain every unfair tactical
litigation advaitage it can, evenif it deptives MSC of its due process rights. Complaint Counsel has
not only ignored, but has again and again directly cantravened, the FTC's mandate to “to do pustice,”
Berger v. United Staies, 295 L5, 78, 88 (1933) {the Governmenl “is the represenialive ot of an
ordinary party . . ., but of a sovereignty . . . who interest . . . is #ot that it shall win cases, but that

Justice shall be done™). Complaint Counsel’s knee-jerk rejection of MSC’s modest acheduling
modifications demonstrates once-again Complaint Counsel’s refitsal to adhere to this mandate.

Further evidencing its “heads-I-win, tails-you-lose” negotiation stratepy, Complaint

Counsel has proposed several revisions to the Proposed Scheduling Order that would permit it to

i Significantly, MSC’s proposal, which Complaint Counsel rejected out-of-hand, would have given
Complaint Counsel the additional time they sought, while preserving the month this Court gave MSC
to prepare for expert deposttions, Thus, rather than do justice, Complaint Counsel has ignored this
Court’s Order and has umlaterally prejudiced MSC.
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continue prejudicing MSC. Nevertheless, in the spirit of cooperation, MSC believes that some of
Complaint Counsel’s proposed revisions can be accommodated so long as minor modifications are
made to eliminate the prejudice resulting from Complaint Counsel’s gamesmanship.

In short, this Court should enter the Proposed Amended Scheduling Order previously
provided to this Court and re-attached to this Reply for the Court’s convenience {See Exhibit A).
This Proposed Order would: (1) permit MSC to file its supplemental expert reports on May 6, 2002;
(2) permit Complaint Counsel to file fts rebuttal expert reperts on May 14 or 20, 20022 (3) allow
both parties to issue third-party subpoenas until May 14, 2002; {4) allow expert discovery through
Iume 14, 2002; {3) extend the date for both parties for filing proposed findings of fact and pre-trial
briefs by one week, (6) allow depositions throughout June {aad trial, if necessary) lo accommaodate
third-party scheduling conflicts; and (7) start triel on July 9, 2002.*

L MSC’s Supplemental Expert Reports Should Be Due on May 6, 2002,

M3C requests that the datc for submission of supplemental expert reports be extended
from Apnit 30, 2002 to May &, 2002, During the meet and confer process, this request was met with
the usual denial. But ne reasen for this refisal was given. Nor did Complaint Counsel state its
reasons for its refusal in its Opposition to Respondent’s Motion for a Second Amended Scheduling

Order.

* MSC’s Proposed Amended Scheduling Order would permit Complaint Counsel to file its rebuttal
expert reports on May 20, 2002, Because Complaint Counsel rejected MSC’s proposals in their
entirety, Complaint Counsel proposed its own due date of May 14, 2002. MSC is willing to accede
to either date, so long as appropriate accommodations are made to maintain the overall fairness of
the schedule, as outlined hercin.  For purposes of this brief, however, MSC refers to Complaint
Counsel’s proposed May 14™ date, rather than MSC’s original May 20™ date.

* MSC’s Proposed Amended Scheduling Order contains a number of other minor adjustments in
order to accommodate the changes outlined above.
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MSC believes that a one week extension is necessary 5o that MSC's experts can
finaltze their reports and can conlinue processing the substantial and guickly mounting record in this
case. Signilicantly, MSC is still recerving promised documents from third-parties and is continuing
depositions of relevant industry participants, Tnaddition, substantial client review 13 necessary, given
the complexities of this case. This review has been hampered, however, by the recent effects on
MBSCs stock price, which are directly attributable to reduced revenue from substantial competition
and escalating legal costs.

. The Deadline For Clese of Expert Discovery Should Be Moved To June 14, 2002,

Because Complaint Counsel has refused to provide MSC with their rebuttal expert
reports on April 26, 2002, as mandated by this Court’s Revised Scheduling Order, and also because
MSC is itself’ seeking to extend the date for disclosure of its supplemental expert reports, a
modification to the deadline for clase of expert discovery is necessary.

The current Revised Schadming Order gives MSC approximately a month to prepare
for, and take, the depositions of Complaint Counsel’s four expert wilnesscs. This lime is absolulely
necessary, Asis shown by the Complaint Counscl’s so-called “Trial Witness List.” the FT'C’s case
i becotning increasingly reliant on the testimony of their experts. Indeed, the lack of merit of the
FTC’s case is likely to be largely undermined by their owm experts, which have contradicted each
other, have used vague terminology, and based their opinions largely on thelr own out-of-context
interpolations of MSC and tiurd-party documents {interpolations, which areunsupported and, inmany
cases, directly contradicted by other evidence and direct testimony). MSC’s Proposed Second
Revised Scheduling Order would preserve the time allotted by this Court for the preparation, and

taking, of Complaint Counsel's experts. Pacific Molasses Co. v, 11, 356 F.2d 386, 390 (5th Cir.



1966) (“Effective cross-examination requires thorough preparation by counsel before triad. This is
especially true in involved areas of the law such as the antitrust field.”)

Complaint Counsel has offered no valid justitication for refising to allow MSC fotake
the depositions of their experts in June, Complaint Counsel’s only basis for refusing to MS(C’s
request 1s that they “peed to focus on prepanng proposed findings of fact ..., pre-tial brefs . .., exbibit
lists, and final witness lists.” See Complaint Counsel’s Opposition to Respondent’s Motion for a
Second Amended Scheduling Order, at &6 (“CC’s Opp.”), These arg things that can, and should, be
ongoing maje&s for Complaint Counsel, and there is no reason why it would interfere with the
depositicms of their experts, Thus, MSC proposes Lhat 1t be permitled 1o tuke the depositions of
Complaint Counscl’s cxperts in the lirst twoe woeks of Tune.

IMI.  Deadlines for Filing Findings of Fact and Preirial Briefs Skould Be Extended By One
Weelk,

Inits Hotion to Amend the Trial Schedule, MSC asked that the dates for both parties
to file their findings of lact and pre-trial briefs be extended by one week. The reason for this
extensionis obvions. Since Complaint Counsel has not filed their rebuttal expert reports, and changes
must be made to the expert discovery schedule, it only makes sense to allow an additional week to
submit these findings of fact. This additional time wall result in both parties providing a better set of
briefing and proposed findings for the Court’s review, and will be better able to serve a useful
functiom as the hitigation proceeds. Cutting corners at the findings of fact and pre-trial brief stage

SErves No-one.

At the same hime, this proposed extengion would prejudice no-one, since the dates tor

all parties are simply shitted by one week. In addition, because MSC is requesting a2 modest three-



court day delay with regard to the start of trial, the change in the due dale (or pre-irial briefing and
submission of proposed findings of fact would not impede the court"s revicw of these matenials poor
to the start of trial

Significantly, Complaint Counsel has not provided any reason for its blanket refiisal
to accede to MSC’s requested modification. They cite no burden or no prejudice. As such, MSC’s

request should be granted.

IV.  Trial Should Bepin on July %, 2002,

Complaint Counsel also seeks to start this tral two days before the Fourth of July
Holiday, This makes no sense. As MSC explained in its opening brief, little will be accomglished
by starting and stopping the trial in to observe the heliday. By starting the trial on July 9%, only three
court days later, both sides will be able to better present their case. In contrast, by beginning the trial
on July 2™, Complaint Counsel’s case will be interrupted and witnesses — who must make travel plans
— will be unreasonably inconvenienced. Complaint Counsel offers no reasoned basis for its refusal
to start the trial on July 94

V. The Parties Should Be Permitted To Take Depositions of Third-Parties Up Uniil And
Through Trial if Necessary To Accommodate Third-Farty Scheduling Couflicia.

MSC has asked the Court to allow depositions up until (and through) trial of this case
if necessary to address third-party scheduling conflicts. The urgency of MSC’s request has been
somewhat alleviated by Complaint Counsel’s submission of its “Trial Witness List,” which drops

approximately 17 people from their prior revised Supplemental Revised Winess List,

* Complaint Counsel’s only stated reason for rejecting MSC’s proposal is that the three court day
delay may push back the end of the trial. There is no reason to believe, and its strains credulity to
sugpest, that this modest revision to the schedule would have a material impact on trial proceedings,
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However, Complaint Counsel’s “Trial Witness List” rematns averbroad. For example,
Complaint Counsel still lists scven wilnesses from Bocing, although they seek to disguisse that fact
by listing these seven Boeing witnesses under three separate divisions., Censidering that Boeing
obtained extremely favorable pricing from MSC pursuant to its inulti-year Enterprize-wide License
Agreement, see Dep. Tr. E. Jones at 55:6-8; Dop. Tr. of K. Barthenhier at 85:21-86:3, it is unlikely
that Complaint Counsel will call all scven of these witncsses.

Mevertheless, MSC must decide whether to depose each of thess seven witnesses, as
well as the other 14 third-party witnesses that have not already been deposed. In addition, there are
a number of relevant third-party witnesses that the Complaint Counsel has left off, or taken off, its
witness list. Some of these witnesses may still have to be deposed, since the FTC's experts
apparently continue to rely, albeit impermissibly, on informatien pertaining to those third-parties,

MSC is making substantial efforistoline up these witnesses for depesition or trial, but
becausc of scheduling conflicts ratsed by the third-partics, it may ot be possible to depose all of these
witnesses in the month of May, Accordingly, MSC requests the right 1o depose third-parties that
raise scheduling conthicts during June (and into the beginning of trial, ifnecessary). By allowing MSC
ta take depositions after May, MSC will be given some respitc from these highly compressed

proceedings.”

3 Complaint Counsel admits that, in some circumstances, federal courts allow depositions to
take place even duning trial. e« CC’s Opp. at 6. MSC believes that very few, if any, depositions will
aged to be scheduled in July, since most scheduling conflicts showld be resolvable through June
depositions.

More importantly, however, Complaint Counscl’s cfforts to analogize these proccedings with
federal court litigation isimproper, FTC administrative heanings have built-in procedural differences
ihat favor Complaint Counsel. For exaraple the FTC has the night to engage m_ and has engaged i
a prolonged 20 month pre-complaint investigation, in which it alone had the right to vse compulsory
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Complaint Counsel’s only objection to MSC’s request i3 that it would mnterfere with
the Court’s Revizsed Scheduling Order. But that i3 wrong, MSC 18 not sceking 1o delay tral, it is
seeking to provide a mechanism that will enhance the likelihoad that trial would begin as scheduled.
MBSC is simply seeking an expeditious way to address third-party scheduling conflicts while preparing
its case under the streamlined process adopted by the Commission for Article [11 litigation. In short,
MSC’s proposal would allew MSC to conduct needed discovery, to address third-party’s burden
objections, and to bepin trial in early July.

Significamtly, Complaint Counsel has not even attempted to justify its rejection of
MSC’s proposal by az;&ertin g or demonstrating burden or prgjudice, Nor can Complant Counsel
claim that they will be prejudiced, since they will hkewise be given an opportutity to cross-examing
each of these witnesses. Nor does MSC expect there to be an inordinate number of post-May
depositions, so Complainl Counsel cannol argue undue burden. The laclis that Complaint Counsel’s
rejection demonstrates only ils steadfast crpﬁns:ilion to any proposal that would help lovel the

procedural playing-field or previde MSC with any of its due process rights,

process againgt third-parties. This, combined with the complexity of the case and the one-year
mandate of Commission Fule of Practice 3.51 {from which this Court has denied M3 relief), means
that Complaint Counsel has an interest in rushing to judgment that is simply not presemt in federal
court litigation,

In addition, unlike federal court litigation, the discovery served by M5C on third-parties is not
self-enforcing by the Administrative Law Judge. Rather, in order to sanction non-compliance, third-
parties must be brought into federal court, This additional layer of review gives third-parties an
added level of comfurt that stonewalling during discovery will payoff. Indeed, MSC has already been
prejudiced by ANSYS s use of this strategry. In light of this Court’s unwillingness to enforce MSC’s
subpoena to ANSYS, erther as wnitten or as initially modified in its Cpposition to ANSYS's Motion
to Quash, MSC has been forced (since resistance has proved futile) to accede to many third-parties’
unreasonable limitations on the scope of their subpoenas.
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Sigmficantly, 1t was Complant Counsel’s 0wn gbuse of the preliminary Witness List
disclosure process that has necessitated MSC’s request. Complaint Counsel’s Revised Witness List
contained 89 individuals, including 51 third-parties. Because of the magnitude of this list, and
because it was not possible to “guess” which individuals Complaint Counse! really intended to call,
MSC was unable to engage in targeted depositions.® At the hearing on February 23, 2002, over eight
weeks ago, Complaint Counsel agreed to parc down their witness list, uneguivocally stating that they
“plan clearly to reduce [their Witness] list.” Hearing Tr. at 89:25-90:4. Complamt Counsel faled
to do this until just last week” Now that it is poasible to engage in targeted discovery, however,
Complaint Counsel seeks to impose the May 30™ discovery deadline en MSC to prevent MSC from
scheduling and taking all the necessary depositions, Such gamesmanship of the Witness List and the
Scheduling Order is an affront to fundamental notions of fairness and t_;iuc process, and should not be

tolerated.

" Indeed, as noted abowve, it ie still unclear which, if any, of the witnesses on the *Trial Witness List”
Complaint Counsel really intends to call live at trigl While Complaint Counsel has paired down its
Witness List, it is hard to believe that Complaint Counsel currently has lined up each of these
witnesses to testify at tnal. Rather, as 15 shown by Complaint Counsel’s usc of the word “expects”
in quotes, it is likely that Complaint Counsel is continuing to “preserve” its options by listing all the
pecple it 15 aware of that may be able to say somcething in support of Complaint Counsel’s case, a list
that is quickly dwindling. Thus, the Witness List is shrinking, not becatse Complaint Counsel has
only now decided 10 call each of the witnesses on the “Trial Witness T.ist,” bur because it is finding
out that there is no tire behind Complaint Connsal’s smoke angd mirrors,

7 Significanily, the Witness List provided by Corplaint Counsel following the February 25® hearing
actually added now 13 witnesses. In addition, although there were in total 10 fewer third-parties
listed in its Supplemental Revised Witness List, Complaint Counsel contimzed to reserved the right
to call any of the witnesses on ils prior Revised Witness List, Tt was not until Aprl 26, 2002 that
Complaint Counsel actuaily pared down its Witness List in accordance their agreement on February
23, 2002, '



YL  Complaint Counsel’s Proposed Revisions to ihe Scheduling Order Should Be Modified
To Eliminate the Prejudice to MSC,

Despite Complaint Counsel’s insistence on adhering to the current Scheduling Order
when discussing MSC’s requested revisions, Complamt Counsel abandons this principle in seeking
1ts owm extension for the disclosure of its rebuttal expert reports from April 26, 2002 to May 14,
2002 (A deadline that has already passed). Unlike Complaint Counsel, MSC is willing to agree to
this modification (or even to May 20™) so long as it does not prejudice the time that has been allotted
for the preparation, and taking, of Complaint Counsel’s experts. Specifically, MSC agrees to ailow
Complamt Counsel to submit their rebuttal expert reports on May 14, 2002, so long as the deadline
for expert discovery, which should he extended in any event for the reasons described above, is
moved to June 14, 2002 Because Complaint Counsel is unwilling to agree io any modification that
does not give them an unfair advantage, Complaint Counscl has not agreed to this modification,

Similarly, Complaint Counsel is willing to abandon its principal of adhering to the
current scheduling order to exfend the date for issuance of subpoenas, requests for admission, and
interrogatories from Apnl 26, 2002 to May 14, 2002, As stated, this proposal is wholly unjustified.
While MSC agrees that both parties should be permutted to issue subpoenas onthird p;artics until May
14, 2002, there is simply no reason why Complaint Counsel should be allowed to continue to burden

MSC with additional interropatories and document requests.' Complaint Counsel has had over two

¥ Complaint Counscl argues that it must have more time becausc ihe deadline for 1ssuance of
party discovery precedes MSC's Revised Witness List and supplemental expert reports. See CC's
Opp. at 7. But this argument is a red-herring since MSC has alrcady agreed that the deadline for
issuance of discovery Lo third-parties should be extended to May 14" and thera is no reason why
Complaint Counsel could not have previously asked for relevant information from MSC, Tndeed, it
is hard to imaginc that Complaint Counsel could suck any more relevant documents from MSC s files,
given the over breadth of their prior discovery requests.
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years to mvestigate MSC's acquisittons of TAI and CSAR, and has already issued burdcnsomc
interropatories and document requests. Complaint Counsel offers no justification for its failure to ask
for relevant information {assuming it was cvcn possible ro ask for relevant information, not already
produced) within the time previously allotted for party discovery. Thus, Complaint Counsel’s one-
sided request to extend party discovery against MSC by an additional two-weelks should be denfed.
VI. Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, the Court should enter MSC's Proposed Revised
Scheduling Order,

Respectfully submitted,

b

Tefit W. Smith {Bar No. 458441)
Marimichael O, Skubel (Bar Mo, 2944934)
Michael 8. Becker {Bar No. 447432)
Cotin . Kass (Bar No. 460630)
Bradford E. Biegon (Bar No. 453766)
Larissa Paule-Carres (Bar No. 467%07)
KIRKILAND & ELLIS

655 15" Street, N.W., 12* Floor
Washington, DC 20005

(202) 879-5000 (Phone)

(202) 879-5200 (Facsimile}

Counsel for Respondent
ME{, Saftware Corporation

Dated: April 30, 2002

Significantly, Complaint Counsel knows that, while its proposal is facially neutral, its effect
is to disproporticnately burden MSC, since party discovery in this case has largely been a one-way
street, especially since Cotaplaint Counsel has snccessfully hidden its conduct during the investigation
stage under a cloak of privilege. See February 217 Order at 3-4 (denying MSC discovery into the
identittes and trapscripts of individuals with exculpatory evidence).
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSTON

- )
In the Matter of )
}
MSC SOFTWARE CORPORATION, } Bocket No, 9299
2 COL purglion, )
" }
[FROPOSED]}

SECOND REVISED SCHAENULING ORDER
For the reasens set forth in the Order on Respondent MSC Software
Corporation’s Motion to Extend Trial Date, and in consideration of MSC's metion, and
Complaint Counsel’s opposttion thereto, the Séheduling Order in this matter is hereby revised to
gstablish the following deadlines. All “Additional Provisions™ from the November 13, 2001

. Scheduling, Order remain in place.

- April 26, 2002 Deadline for issuing document requests, reguests for adnugsions,

interrogatories, except for discovery for purposes of anthenticity and
admissibility of exhibits.

April 26, 2002 Complaint Counset to identify rebuttal expert(s).

April 30, 2002 Respondent’s Counnscl provides supplementat revised witness list, if

necessary, icluding preliminary sur-rebuttal witnesses, with
description of proposed testimony,

- May 6, 2002 Respondent’s Counsel provides supplemental experl witness repoits,
if necessary. :

bay t4, 2002 Deadline for tssuing subpoenas duces fecum and ad festifieandum.



May 30, 2002

May 28, 2002
May 31, 2002

June 3, 2002

Tune 11, 2002
June 11, 2002

Tone 12, 2002

June 14, 2002

Furnie 14, 2002

Complain counsel provides rebuttal expert(s) reports. Any such
reports are to be Emited to rebuttal of matters set forth in
Respondent’s expert reports. If matenal outside the scope of fair
rebuttal is presented, Respondent will have the dght to seek
appropriate relicf {such as striking Complaint Counscl’s rebuttal
cxpert reports or secking leave to submit sor-rebuttal expert reports
on behalf of Respondent). '

Parties that intenid to offer into evidence at the hearing confidential
materials on an opposing party or non-party must provide notice to
the opposing party or nen-party, pursuant to 16 CFR. § 3.45(b).

Closc of discevery, other than discovery permitied under Rule
3.24(a)(4), depositions of experts, and discovery lor purposes of
authenticity and admissibility of exhibits.

Status conference to report on discovery and settlement
pegotiations, if requested by the parties.

Deadline for filing motions fn fimine and motions to strike.

Deadlne for filing motions [or i camerg treabinent of proposed Lial
exhibits. '

Respondent’s Coonsel provides to Complaint Counsel its final
proposed witness and exhibit lists, including designated testimony to
be presented by deposition and copies ol'all exbibits (excepl Lor
demonsttative, illustralive or summary exhibits}, and a beief summary
of the testimony of each withess. '

- Respondent’s Counsel serves courtesy copies on ALT ity final

proposed witness and exhibit lists, including a list of designated
testimony to be presented by deposition, and a brief summary of
testimony of each witness,

Complaint Counse] files pretrial brtef, to wclede proposed findings of
fact und conclusions of law. To the extent possible, findings of fact
shall be supported by document citations and/os deposition citations.
Conclusions of law shall be supported by fegal authority.

Deadline for depositions of experts (including reburttal experts).



-

June 14, 2002

June 18, 2062
June 18, 2002
- June 20, 2002
June 20, 2002

Junie 23, 2002

June 25, 2002

Jizne 28, 2002

]ul_‘_t,r_,z, 2002

Complaint Counsel provides to Respondent’s counsel its {inal
proposed witness and exhibit lists, including designated testimony to
be prescated by deposition, copics of all exlnbiés {except for
demonsieative, ilfesteative or sumumary exhibits), and a brief surumary
of the tesomeny of each watitess.

Complaint Counsel serves courtesy copies on ALY its final proposed
witness and cxhibit lists, including g list of designated testimony ta
be presented by deposition, and & bricf sumumary of testimony of each

witness,

Preadiine for filing responses to motions /¢ Iimine and motiens to
stike.

Deadhne for filing responses to motons for ir camera trealinent of
proposed trial exhibits,

Exchange and serve courtesy copy on ALL, objections to final
proposed witness lists and exhibits, including objections to the
designated tostimany to be presented by depasition.

: Exchange proposed stipulations of law, facts, and authenticiy,

Fespondeat’s Counsel {ifes pretral brief, to include proposed
findings of fact and canclusions of Jaw. Fo the extent possible,
findings of fact shall be supported by document citations andfor
deposilion citations. Conclusions of law shall be supported by legal
authorily.

Filc final stipulations of law, facts and ﬁuthmticit}'_ Any subsequent
stipulations may be filed as agrecd by the parties.

Complaint Counsel files reply to Respondent’s pretrial brief,
supported by documents and deposition citations and identifying any
final rebuttal exhibits (logether with copics thereaf).

¥inal prﬂheﬁﬁug conference to be held at 10:00 a m., in room 532, -
Federal Trade Commission Building, 600 Pennsylvania Avenue,
N.W., Washingtaon, D.C. The parties are to mect and confer poor to
the conference regarding trail logistics and proposed stipulations of
[aw, facts, and authenticity and any designated deposiiion testimony.
Counse! may present any objections to the final proposed witness list
and exhibits, including the designated testimony to be presented by
deposition. Triat exhibits wilt be admitted or excluded to the cxtent
practicable.



Fuly 9, 20002 Commencement of Hearing, to begin at 10:00 in room 532, Federal
Trade Cominission Building, 600 Peansylvania Avenue, NW.,
Washington, T».C.

ORDERED:

D Michael Chappell
Administrative Law Judge

Drated:



